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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4, 10-17, 20-22, 24, 27. 28, 31, 33, 34, 36, 39, 40, 43, 45-52, 55-58, 60, 
63, 64, 67-70, 72, 75, 76, 79-83, 87-89, 93-95 and 99-101 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,272,107 to Rochberger et a! in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,034,958 to Wicklund. 

Referring to claims 1, 11, 81 and 87, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 a 
method for recovering from a failure, comprising: 

Sending a first set of information (data 380) from an ingress module (source 
node) to an egress module (destination node) via a first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2). 
Refer to Column 1 8, lines 1 9-21 . 

Detecting a failure (break 384) in said first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2). Refer to 
Column 18, lines 19-21. 

In response to said failure (break 384), directing a message (restorejoopback 
386) to said ingress module (source node) informing said ingress module (source node) 
of said failure (break 384). Refer to Column 18, lines 21-24. 
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In response to said message (restorejoopback 386), sending a future set of 
information (data 402) from said ingress module (source node) to said egress module 
(destination node) via an alternate route (transit node #3,#4). Refer to Column 18, lines 
24-37. 

Wherein directing said message to said source comprises: 
Identifying said source (source node). 

Accessing a routing table (not disclosed) which comprises one or more (one) 
routes (VPIA/CI) to said source. "The end nodes know which paths are involved as they 
receive the restorejoopback cell over a particular VPIA/CI" (Column 16, lines 62-64). 

Obtaining a return route from said routing table (not disclosed). 

Sending said message (restorejoopback 386) to said source via said return 

route. 

Rochberger et a! do not specifically disclose that the return paths are stored in 
routing tables. 

However, since "the end nodes know which paths are involved as they receive 
the restorejoopback cell over a particular VPIA/CI", the end nodes must have received 
the restorejoopback cell over a particular VPIA/CI that was stored and pre-established. 
Furthermore, Wicklund discloses in Figure 1 that an ATM switch includes a routing table 
100 to route an ATM cell 10 to a switch output port, and also obtains new VPIA/CI fields 
from the routing table to substitute into cell header 10 for use by the next segment of the 
ATM network 20. This information is determined based on the incoming cells' VPIA/CI 
fields. So, nodes can hold routing tables that dictate VPIA/CI paths for ATM cells to 
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traverse through the network. Refer to Column 1 , lines 46-60 and Column 3, lines 39- 
56. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to include that the return paths are stored in routing tables, the 
motivation being so that the node detecting the failure can refer to the table to quickly 
determine the return path and inform the source node of the route failure. 

Referring to claims 2, 14 and 49, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that in 
response to said message (restorejoopback 386), preventing other sets of information 
from being sent from said ingress module (source node) to said egress module 
(destination node) via said first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2). In response to the 
restorejoopback 386 signal, "the end nodes begin storing the incoming cells in the 
buffer and they stop transmitting cells onto the broken path" (Column 18, lines 24-26). 

Referring to claims 3, 16 and 51, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the 
said first set of information (data 380) comprises a data portion, and wherein in 
response to said message (restorejoopback 386), resending at least said data portion 
of said first set of information (data 380) from said ingress module (source node) to said 
egress module (destination node) via said alternate route (transit nodes #3,#4). The 
cells looped back from the broken path in response to the restorejoopback 386 signal 
are sent to the destination over the redundant path instead. Refer to Column 1 8, lines 
24-28. 

Referring to claims 4 and 17, Rochberger et al disclose that said message 
(restorejoopback 386) comprises said data portion (data 380) such that said data 
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portion (data 380) is returned to said ingress module (source node). Refer to Column 
17, lines 53-56 and Column 18, lines 21-26. 

Referring to claim 10, Rochberger et al disclose that the method in implemented 
within a router of said network. The router is formed by the source node, transit nodes 
#1 ,#2,#3,#4 and the destination node. Refer to Column 1 0, lines 2-1 1 . 

Referring to claims 12 and 47, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 5 that said first 
route (transits node #1 ,#2) and said alternate route (transits node #3,#4) are 
predetermined and stored within a second routing table (switching table). Refer to 
Column 10, lines 47-59 and Column 18, lines 51-57. 

Referring to claims 13 and 48, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 5 that sending 
said future set of information (data 380) comprises selecting said alternate route (transit 
nodes #3,#4) from said second routing table (switching table). Refer to Column 10, 
lines 47-59 and Column 18, lines 51-57. 

Referring to claims 15 and 50, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 5 that said first 
route (transit node #1 ,#2) and said alternate route (transit node #3,#4) are 
predetermined and stored within a second routing table (switching table), and wherein 
preventing comprises, replacing said first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2) with said alternate 
route (transit nodes #3,#4) in said second routing table (switching table). Previous 
redundant paths in the switching table are marked as active. Refer to Column 10, lines 
47-59 and Column 18, lines 51-57. 

Referring to claim 20, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 18 that said ingress 
module (source node) comprises an ingress line card (port interface 320), and said 
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egress module (destination node) comprises an egress line card (port interface 320). 
Refer to Column 16, lines 38-44. 

Referring to claims 21 and 33, Rochberger et a! disclose in Figure 22 a method, 
implemented within a router of a network, for recovering from a failure, comprising: 

Sending a first set of information (data 380) from an ingress module (source 
node) to a first egress module (transit node #1) for fonvarding by said first egress 
module (transit node #1 ) to a destination (destination user) external to said router. 

Detecting a failure of [claim 21 ] said first egress module (transit node #1 ) or 
[claim 33] beyond said first egress module (transit node #1 ). The failure can occur in a 
transit node or a line (break 384) after the transit node. Refer to Column 15, lines 55-56. 

In response to said failure of said first egress module (transit node #1 ), directing 
a message (restorejoopback 386) to said ingress module (source node) informing said 
ingress module (source node) of said first egress module failure (transit node #1 ). 
Refer to Column 18, lines 19-21. 

In response to said message (restorejoopback 386), selecting an alternate 
egress module (transit node #3) capable of fonA/arding information to said destination 
(destination user). Refer to Column 18, lines 21-37 and lines 51-57. 

Sending a future set of information (data 402) from said ingress module (source 
node) to said alternate egress module (transit node #3) for forwarding to said 
destination (destination user). Refer to Column 18, lines 21-37 and lines 51-57. 

Rochberger et al also discloses wherein directing said message to said ingress 
module comprises: identifying said ingress module; accessing a routing table (not 
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disclosed) which comprises one or more routes to said ingress module; obtaining a 
return route from said routing table (not disclosed); and sending said message to said 
ingress module via said return route. Refer to the rejection of claims 1,11,81 and 87. 

Referring to claims 22 and 34, Rochberger et a! disclose in Figure 22 that the 
said first set of information (data 380) and said future set of information (data 402) are 
both part of a flow, and wherein said method further comprises: in response to said 
message (restorejoopback 386), preventing other sets of information associated with 
said flow from being sent from said ingress module (source node) to said first egress 
module (transit node #1 ). Refer to Column 1 8, lines 1 9-37. 

Referring to claims 24 and 36, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
first set of information (data 380) and said future set of information (data 402) are both 
part of a flow, and wherein said method further comprises: in response to said message 
(restorejoopback 386), causing other sets of information associated with said flow to 
be sent from said ingress module (source node) to said alternate egress module (transit 
node #3). Refer to Column 18, lines 19-37. 

Referring to claims 27 and 39, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
first set of information (data 380) comprises a data portion, and wherein said method 
further comprises: in response to said message (restorejoopback 386), resending at 
least said data portion of said first set of information (data 380) from said ingress 
module (source node) to said alternate egress module (transit node #3) for forwarding 
to said destination (destination user). The cells looped back from the broken path in 
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response to the restorejoopback 386 signal are sent to the destination over the 
redundant path instead. Refer to Column 18, lines 24-28. 

Referring to claims 28 and 40, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
message (restorejoopback 386) comprises said data portion such that said data 
portion is returned to said ingress module (source node). The restorejoopback 386 
signal with data is returned to the source node. Refer to Column 17, lines 53-56 and 
Column 18, lines 21-26. 

Referring to claims 31 and 43, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 18 that said 
ingress module (source node) comprises an ingress line card (port interface 320) and in 
Figure 17 said first egress module (transit node #1) comprises an first egress line card 
(input port 316), and said alternate egress module (transit node #3) comprises a second 
egress line card (input port 316). Refer to Column 16, lines 21-44. 

Referring to claim 45, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the said 
external failure (break 384) precludes said first egress module (transit node #1 ) from 
forwarding said first set of information (data 380) to said destination (destination user). 
Refer to Column 16, lines 18-20. 

Referring to claim 46, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 a router comprising: 

An ingress module (source node). 

An egress module (destination node), 

A forwarding mechanism (transit nodes #1 ,#2,#3,#4) for forwarding information 
between said ingress module (source node) and said egress module (destination node). 



Application/Control Number: 09/880,600 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2663 

Wherein said ingress module (source node) sends a first set of information (data 
380) to said forwarding mechanism (transit nodes #1 ,#2,#3,#4) to be forwarded to said 
egress module (destination node) via a first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2), said forwarding 
mechanism (transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) detecting a failure (break 384) in said first route 
(transit nodes #1 ,#2), and in response to said failure (break 384), said forwarding 
mechanism (transit node #1,#2,#3,#4) directing a message (restorejoopback 386) to 
said ingress module (source node) informing said ingress module (source node) of said 
failure (break 384), and in response to said message (restorejoopback 386), said 
ingress module (source node) sending a future set of information (data 402) to said 
forwarding mechanism (transit nodes #1 ,#2,#3,#4) to be forwarded to said egress 
module (destination node) via an alternate route (transit nodes #3,#4). Refer to the 
rejection of claims 1,11,81 and 87. 

Rochberger et al also discloses wherein directing said message to said ingress 
module comprises: identifying said ingress module; accessing a routing table (not 
disclosed) which comprises one or more routes to said ingress module; obtaining a 
return route from said routing table (not disclosed); and sending said message to said 
ingress module via said return route. Refer to the rejection of claims 1,11,81 and 87. 

Referring to claim 52, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the said 
forwarding mechanism (transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) includes said data portion (data 380) 
in said message (restorejoopback) such that said data portion (data 380) is returned 
by said forwarding mechanism (transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) to said ingress module 
(source node). The cells looped back from the broken path in response to the 
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restorejpopback 386 signal are sent to the destination over the redundant path instead. 
Refer to Column 18, lines 24-28, 

Referring to claim 55, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 18 that the ingress 
module (source node) comprises an ingress line card (port interface 320) and said 
egress module (destination node) comprises an egress line card (port interface 320) 
and in Figure 17 that said forwarding mechanism (transit node #1 ,#2,#3,#4) comprises 
a switching fabric (switching fabric 312). Refer to Column 10, lines 2-1 1 and Column 
16, lines 21-44. 

Referring to claim 56, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 18 that the switching 
fabric (switching fabric 312) comprises a fabric card. The switching fabric periderms 
switching of cells from the primary to the alternative route. Refer to Column 10, lines 2- 
1 1 and Column 16, lines 21-44. 

Referring to claim 57, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 a router, 
comprising: 

An ingress module (source node). 

A first egress module (transit node #1 ). 

An alternate egress module (transit node #3). 

A forwarding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) for 
forwarding information between said ingress module (source node), said first egress 
module (transit node #1 ), and said alternate egress module (transit node #3). 

Wherein said ingress module (source node) sends a first set of information (data 
380) to said forwarding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) to 
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be forwarded to said first egress module (transit node #1 ), said first set of information 
(data 380) intended to be forwarded by first egress module (transit node #1 ) to a 
destination (destination user) external to said router, said forwarding mechanism (PNNI 
links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) detecting a failure (transit node #1 failure) 
which precludes forwarding of said first set of information (data 380) to said first egress 
module (transit node #1), and in response to said failure (transit node #1 failure), said 
forwarding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) directing a 
message (restorejoopback 386) to said ingress module (source node) informing said 
ingress module (source node) of said failure (transit node #1 failure), and based upon 
said message (restorejoopback 386), said ingress module (source node) determining 
that said first egress module (transit node #1 ) has failed, and in response to said 
message (restorejoopback 386), said ingress module (source node) selecting said 
alternate egress module (transit node #3) and sending a future set of information (data 
402) to said forwarding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) to 
be forwarded to said alternate egress module (transit node #3), said future set of 
information (data 402) intended to be fonA^arded by said alternate egress module (transit 
node #3 or #4) to said destination (destination user). PNNI and Q.SAAL signaling can 
be used to support failure detection and alternate routing when a failure occurs. Refer 
to the rejection of claims 21 and 33; Column 2, lines 12-28; Column 4, lines 28-37 and 
Column 12, lines 44-48. 

Rochberger et al also discloses wherein directing said message to said ingress 
module comprises: identifying said ingress module; accessing a routing table (not 
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disclosed) which comprises one or more routes to said ingress module; obtaining a 
return route from said routing table (not disclosed); and sending said message to said 
ingress module via said return route. Refer to the rejection of claims 1,11,81 and 87. 

Referring to claims 58 and 70, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
first set of information (data 380) and said future set of information (data 402) are both 
part of a flow, and wherein said ingress module (source node), in response to said 
message (restorejoopback 386), prevents other sets of information associated with 
said flow from being sent from said ingress module (source node) to said first egress 
module (transit node#1). Refer to Column 18, lines 19-37 and lines 51-57. 

Referring to claims 60 and 72, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
first set of information (data 380) and said future set of information (data 402) are both 
part of a flow, and wherein said ingress module (source node) in response to said 
message (restorejoopback 386) causes said other said sets of information associate 
with said flow to be sent from said ingress module (source node) to said alternate 
egress module (transit node #3) via said forwarding mechanism. Refer to Column 18, 
lines 19-37 and lines 51-57. 

Referring to claims 63 and 75, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the first 
set of information comprises a data portion, and wherein said ingress module (source 
node), in response to said message (restorejoopback 386), resends at least said data 
portion of said first set of information (data 380) to said forwarding mechanism (PNNI 
links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) to be forwarded to said alternate egress 
module (transit node #3) for forwarding to destination (destination user). The cells 
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looped back from the broken path in response to the restorejoopback 386 signal are 
sent to the destination over the redundant path instead. Refer to Column 18, lines 24- 
28. 

Referring to claims 64 and 76, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
fonA^arding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1 ,#2,#3,#4) includes said 
data portion in said message (restorejoopback 386) such that said data portion is 
returned by said forwarding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) 
to said ingress module (source node). The cells looped back from the broken path in 
response to the restorejoopback 386 signal are sent to the destination over the 
redundant path instead. Refer to Column 17, lines 53-56 Column 18, lines 19-37. 

Referring to claims 67 and 79, refer to the rejection of claim 55. 

Referring to claims 68 and 80, refer to the rejection of claim 56, 

Referring to claim 69, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 a router, 
comprising: 

An ingress module (source node). 

A first egress module (transit node #1). 

An alternate egress module (transit node #3). 

A foHA^arding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1 ,#2,#3,#4) for 
forwarding information between said ingress module (source node), said first egress 
module (transit node #1), and said alternate egress module (transit node #3). 

Wherein said ingress module (source node) sends a first set of information (data 
380) to said forwarding mechanism (PNNI links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) to 
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be forwarded to said first egress module (transit node #1), said first set of information 
(data 380) intended to be fonA^arded by first egress module (transit node #1 ) to a 
destination (destination user) external to said router, said first egress module (transit 
node #1) detecting a failure (transit node #1 failure) which precludes forwarding of said 
first set of information (data 380) to said first egress module (transit node #1), and in 
response to said failure (transit node#1 failure), said fonvarding mechanism (PNNI links 
between transit nodes #1 ,#2,#3,#4) directing a message (restorejoopback 386) to said 
ingress module (source node) informing said ingress module (source node) of said 
failure (transit node #1 failure), and based upon said message (restorejoopback 386), 
said ingress module (source node) determining that said first egress module (transit 
node #1) has failed, and in response to said message (restorejoopback 386), said 
ingress module (source node) selecting said alternate egress module (transit node #3) 
and sending a future set of information (data 402) to said forwarding mechanism (PNNI 
links between transit nodes #1,#2,#3,#4) to be forwarded to said alternate egress 
module (transit node #3), said future set of information (data 402) intended to be 
forwarded by said alternate egress module (transit node #3) to said destination 
(destination user). The failure is detected by hardware in transit node #1 . Refer to the 
rejection of claims 21 and 33; Column 2, lines 12-28; Column 12, lines 44-48. 

Rochberger et al also discloses wherein directing said message to said ingress 
module comprises: identifying said ingress module; accessing a routing table (not 
disclosed) which comprises one or more routes to said ingress module; obtaining a 
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return route from said routing table (not disclosed); and sending said message to said 
ingress module via said return route. Refer to the rejection of claims 1,11,81 and 87. 

Referring to claim 82, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the said set of 
information (data 380) comprises a data portion, and wherein directing said message 
(restorejoopback 386) to said ingress module (source node) comprises returning said 
data portion to said ingress module (source node). Refer to Column 18, lines 19-28. 

Referring to claims 83, 89, 95 and 101, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 
that the said set of information (data 380) comprises a data portion and wherein 
directing said message (restorejoopback 386) to said ingress module (source node) 
comprises including said data portion in said message (restorejoopback 386) such that 
said data portion is returned to said ingress module (source node). Data is sent back 
with the restorejoopback signal 386. Refer to Column 18, lines 19-28. 

Referring to claims 88, 94 and 100, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that 
said first set of information (data 380) comprises a data portion, and wherein the 
mechanism for directing said message (restorejoopback 386) to said ingress module 
(source node) comprises a mechanism for returning said data portion (data 380) to said 
ingress module (source node). Refer to Column 18, lines 19-28. 

Referring to claims 93 and 99, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 a method 
comprising: 

Receiving a set of information (data 380) sent by an ingress module (source 
node) intended to be forwarded by said egress module (destination node) to a 
destination (destination user) external to the router. 
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Detecting a failure (break 384) external to the router which precludes said egress 
module (destination node) from forwarding said set of information (data 380) to said 
destination (destination user). 

In response to said failure (break 384), directing a message (restorejoopback 
386) to said ingress module (source node) informing said ingress module (source node) 
of said failure (break 384). Refer to the rejection of claims 1,11,81 and 87. 

Rochberger et al also discloses wherein directing said message to said ingress 
module comprises: identifying said ingress module; accessing a routing table (not 
disclosed) which comprises one or more routes to said ingress module; obtaining a 
return route from said routing table (not disclosed); and sending said message to said 
ingress module via said return route. Refer to the rejection of claims 1,11,81 and 87. 
3. Claims 7, 19, 30, 42, 54, 66, 78, 85, 91, 97 and 103 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,272,107 to Rochberger et al in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,898,177 to Grenier et al, and in further view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,167,025 to Hsing et al. 

Rochberger et al do not disclose that identifying said ingress module comprises 
extracting from said first set of information an identifier which identifies said ingress 
module. 

Hsing et al disclose in Figure 18B a re-route setup message 1802 that includes a 
source switch identifier which identifies the source switch. The system utilizes the 
source switch identifier to identify the source switch to which to send a crank-back 
message so the source switch can find an alternate route for the message. Refer to 
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Column 15, lines 6-20 and Column 24, lines 1-60. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
that identifying said ingress module comprises extracting from said first set of 
information an identifier which identifies said ingress module, the motivation being so 
that the system can recognize the source switch and send the data back to the switch to 
be sent on to a different route. 

4. Claims 9, 32 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,272,107 to Rochberger et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,898,177 to Grenier et al, and in further view of U.S. Patent No, 6,560,654 to Fedyk et 
al. 

Rochberger et al do not disclose that the method is implemented on a routing 
layer of a network. 

Fedyk et al disclose that the routing is performed on layer three, or the routing 
layer, of the network. Layer three provides switching the routing technologies for 
transmitting data from node to node, and provides functions such as routing and 
forwarding. Refer to Column 1, lines 15-33. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include that that the 
method is implemented on a routing layer of a network, the motivation being that layer 
three provides routing functions for data transmission among nodes of a network. 

5. The indicated allowability of claims 106 and 122 [presently combined with claims 
1 05 and 121] and claims 1 1 3 and 1 29 [presently combined with claims 1 1 2 and 1 28] is 
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withdrawn in view of the newly discovered reference(s) to U.S. Patent No. 4,825,206 to 
Brice et al. Rejections based on the newly cited reference(s) follow. 
6. Claims 105, 107-112, 1 14, 1 16, 1 19-121, 123-128, 130, 132, 135 and 136 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,272,107 
to Rochberger et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,825,206 to Brice et al. 

Referring to claims 105 and 121, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 an 
ingress module in a router, comprising: 

Sending a first set of information (data 380) to an egress module (destination 
node) via a first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2), said first set of information (data 380) 
intended to be fonvarded by the egress module (destination node) to a destination 
(destination user) external to the router. 

Receiving a message (restore-loopback 386, restore-flush 390,398) indicating 
that said first set of information (data 380) did not reach the destination (destination 
user) successfully. Refer to Column 18, lines 21-28. 

Determining based upon said message (restore-loopback 386, restore-flush 
390,398) whether future sets of information (data 402) should be sent to the egress 
module (destination node). Data 402 can be sent to the destination node once 
restore-flush 398 is returned to the source node. Refer to Column 18, lines 29-34. 

In response to a determination that future sets of information (data 402) should 
be sent to the egress module (destination node), sending a future set of information 
(data 402) to the egress module (destination node) via an alternate route (transmit 
nodes #3,#4). Refer to Column 18, lines 34-37. 
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[Previously claims 106 and 122] Wherein it is determined that future sets of 
information should be sent to the first egress module if: 

(a) said message does not indicate that the egress module has failed. Although 
Rochberger et a! do not specifically disclose that the egress module can fail, and only 
discloses that the path experiences a break, a link or node failure can prevent a packet 
from reaching its destination. Furthermore, Brice et al disclose that a route failure 
message is generated when the link to a node or the node itself is inoperative. Refer to 
Column 6, lines 36-46. Therefore, it v^ould have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to include that if the message indicates that 
the egress module has not failed, the information can be sent to the first egress module; 
the motivation being that a node failure can also prevent successful data transmission. 

(2) said message does not indicate that an external failure (break 384), which 
would preclude the first egress module from forwarding said first set of information to 
the destination, has occurred. A break 384 in the path prevents the egress node from 
receiving the packet to forward. Refer to Column 1 8, lines 21-24. In order for a packet 
to be transmitted to a certain destination, both the egress module and the path to the 
egress module must be functional. Refer to Brice et al, Column 6, lines 36-46, 

Referring to claims 107 and 123, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 5 that said 
first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2) and said alternate route (transit nodes #3,#4) are 
predetermined and stored within a routing table (switching table), and wherein sending 
said future set of information (data 402) to the egress module (destinatioh node) 
comprises selecting said alternate route (transit nodes #3,#4) from said routing table 
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(switching table). Refer to Column 10, lines 47-59 and Column 18, lines 51-57. 

Referring to claim 108 and 124, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 5 that in 
response to a determination that future sets of information (data 402) should be sent to 
the egress module (destination node), preventing said future sets of information (data 
402) from being sent to the egress module (destination node) via said first route (transit 
nodes #1 ,#2). The alternate paths are marked as active in the end nodes' switching 
tables. Refer to Column 10, lines 47-59 and Column 18, lines 51-57. 

Referring to claim 109 and 125, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 5 that said 
first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2) and said alternate route (transits node #3,#4) are 
predetermined and stored within a routing table (switching table), and wherein 
preventing comprises replacing said first route (transit nodes #1 ,#2) with said alternate 
route (transits node #3,#4) in said routing table (switching table). Refer to Column 10, 
lines 47-59 and Column 18, lines 51-57. 

Referring to claims 110 and 126, Rochberger et a! disclose in Figure 22 that said 
first set of information (data 380) comprises a data portion, and wherein in response to 
a determination that future sets of information (data 402) should be sent to the egress 
module (destination node), resending at least said data portion of said first set of 
information (data 380) to the egress module (destination node) via said alternate route 
(transit nodes #3,#4), The cells looped back from the broken path in response to the 
restore-loopback 386 signal are sent to the destination over the redundant path instead. 
Refer to Column 18, lines 24-28. 

Referring to claims 1 1 1 and 127, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
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message (restore-loopback 386) indicating that said first set of information (data 380) 
did not reach the destination (destination user) successfully comprises said data portion 
(data 380) of said first set of information. The cells looped back from the broken path in 
response to the restore-loopback 386 signal are sent to the destination over the 
redundant path instead. Refer to Column 17, lines 53-56 and Column 18, lines 21-26. 

Referring to claims 112 and 128, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 an 
ingress module in a router comprising: 

Sending a first set of information (data 380) to a first egress module (transit node 
#1 ), said first set of information (data 380) intended to be fonA/arded by the first egress 
module (transit node #1) to a destination (destination user) external to the router. 

Receiving a message (restorejoopback 386, restore_flush 390,398) indicating 
that said first set of information (data 380) did not reach the destination (destination 
user) successfully. Refer to Column 18, lines 21-28. 

• Determining based upon said message (restorejoopback 386, restore_flush 
390,398) whether future sets of information (data 402) should be sent to the first egress 
module (transit node #1 or #2). Data 402 can be sent to the destination node once 
restore_flush 398 is returned to the source node. Refer to Column 18, lines 29-34. 

Selecting, in response to a determination that future sets of information should 
not be sent to the first egress module (transit node #1), an alternate egress module 
(transit node #3) capable of forwarding information (data 380) to the destination 
(destination user). Refer to Column 18, lines 34-37. 



Application/Control Number: 09/880,600 Page 22 

Art Unit: 2663 

Sending a future set of information (data 402) to the alternate aggress module 
(transit node #3 or #4) to be fonA^ard by the alternate egress module (transit node #3 or 
#4) to the destination (destination user). Refer to Column 18, lines 34-37. 

[Previously claims 113 and 129] Wherein it is determined that future sets of 
information should not be sent to the first egress module if: 

(a) said message indicates that the first egress module has failed. Although 
Rochberger et al do not specifically disclose that the first egress module can fail, and 
only discloses that the path experiences a break, a link or node failure can prevent a 
packet from reaching its destination. Furthermore, Brice et al disclose that a route 
failure message is generated when the link to a node or the node itself is inoperative. 
Refer to Column 6, lines 36-46. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include that the message 
indicates that the first egress module has failed, the motivation being that a node failure 
can also prevent successful data transmission. 

(2) said message indicates that an external failure (break 384), which would 
preclude the first egress module from forwarding said first set of information to the 
destination, has occurred. A break 384 in the path prevents the egress node from 
receiving the packet to forward. Refer to Column 18, lines 21-24. If either the egress 
module or the path to the egress module are dysfunctional, the packet cannot be 
forwarded to its destination. Refer to Brice et al. Column 6, lines 36-46. 

Referring to claims 114 and 130, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the 
first set of information (data 380) and said future set of information (data 402) are both 
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part of a flow, and wherein in response to a determination that future sets of information 
should not be sent to the first egress module (transit node #1), preventing others sets of 
information associated with said flow from being sent to the first egress module (transit 
node #1 ). Refer to Column 1 8, lines 1 9-37. 

Referring to claims 1 16 and 132, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the 
said first set of information (data 380) and said future set of information (data 402) are 
both part of a flow, and wherein in response to a determination that future sets of 
information should not be sent to the first egress module (transit node #1 ), causing 
other sets of information associated with said flow to be sent to the alternate egress 
module (transit node #3). Refer to Column 1 8, lines 1 9-37. 

Referring to claims 119 and 135, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that the 
first set of information (data 380) comprises a data portion, and wherein said method 
further comprises: in response to a determination that future sets of information should 
not be sent to the first egress module (transit node #1), resending at least said data 
portion of said first set of information (data 380) to the alternate egress module (transit 
node #1) to be forwarded by the alternate egress module (transit node #3) to the 
destination (destination user). The cells looped back from the broken path in response 
to the restorejoopback 386 signal are sent to the destination over the redundant path 
instead. Refer to Column 18, lines 24-28. 

Referring to claims 120 and 136, Rochberger et al disclose in Figure 22 that said 
message (restorejoopback 386) indicating that said first set of information (data 380) 
did not reach the destination successfully comprise said data portion of said first set of 
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information (data 380). Data is sent back with the restorejoopback signal 386 to the 
source node. Refer to Column 18, lines 19-28. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 1 37-1 54 are allowed. 

8. Claims 23, 25, 26, 35, 37, 38, 59, 61, 62, 71, 73, 74, 115, 1 17, 118, 131, 133 and 
134 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christine Ng whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3124. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F; 8:00 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571) 272-3139. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
■ For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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